
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10565 July 24, 1995 
H.R. 1976. An act making appropriations 

for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1976. An act making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and related agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, with 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute 
and an amendment to the title: 

S. 143. A bill to consolidate Federal em-
ployment training programs and create a 
new process and structure for funding the 
programs, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
104–118). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 402. A bill to amend the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 104–119). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources: 

Mary S. Furlong, of California, to be Mem-
ber of the National Commission on Libraries 
and Information Science for a term expiring 
July 19, 1999, vice Daniel W. Casey, term ex-
pired. 

Lynne C. Waihee, of Hawaii, to be a mem-
ber of the National Institute for Literacy 
Advisory Board for a term of three years. 
(New Position) 

Richard J. Stern, of Illinois, to be a Mem-
ber of the National Council on the Arts for a 
term expiring September 3, 2000, vice Cath-
erine Yi-yu Cho Woo, term expired. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
JEFFORDS): 

S. 1065. A bill to provide procedures for the 
contribution of volunteer United States 
military personnel to international peace op-
erations; to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to provide for participation of the 

Armed Forces in peacekeeping activities, hu-
manitarian activities, and refugee assist-
ance, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself and Mr. 
NICKLES): 

S. 1066. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to phase out the tax sub-
sidies for alcohol fuels involving alcohol pro-
duced from feed stocks eligible to receive 
Federal agricultural subsidies; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

S. 1067. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide an excise tax ex-
emption for transportation on certain fer-
ries; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. SIMON): 

S. 1068. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to permanently prohibit the 
possession of firearms by persons who have 
been convicted of a violent felony, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and 
Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1065. A bill to provide procedures 
for the contribution of volunteer U.S. 
military personnel to international 
peace operations; to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to provide for par-
ticipation of the Armed Force in peace-
keeping activities, humanitarian ac-
tivities, and refugee assistance, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

THE INTERNATIONAL PEACE OPERATIONS 
SUPPORT ACT OF 1995 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, Senator 
JEFFORDS and I are introducing today a 
bill entitled ‘‘The International Peace 
Operations Support Act of 1995.’’ The 
bill would enhance the U.S. military’s 
ability to contribute to international 
peace operations, and is similar to leg-
islation we introduced in the last Con-
gress. 

The Simon-Jeffords bill requires the 
President to report to Congress on a 
plan to earmark within the Armed 
Forces a contingency force that could 
be used for peace and humanitarian op-
erations, and could be deployed on 24- 
hour notice. The force would include up 
to 3,000 active-duty personnel from any 
of the services, who would volunteer to 
serve in international peace oper-
ations. The soldiers would receive 
extra compensation for their participa-
tion, and would get special training for 
such operations. 

Additionally, the bill augments the 
mission statements of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force by affirming that their 
responsibilities include participation 
in ‘‘international peacekeeping oper-
ations, humanitarian activities, and 
refugee assistance activities, when de-
termined by the President to be in the 
national interest.’’ 

Senator JEFFORDS and I designed this 
legislation to help the U.S. military 
meet some of the emerging threats in 
the post-cold-war era: ethnic conflicts 
and civil wars that cause regional in-

stability, humanitarian disasters, and 
aggressors that threaten our interests 
overseas. Just as the military was used 
to confront the threat of the cold war, 
it will be called upon to address the 
threats of today and tomorrow. This 
has been evident in recent years in 
Bangladesh, Somalia, Macedonia, 
Rwanda, and Haiti, where the United 
States military has been asked to per-
form missions beyond the scope of tra-
ditional war-fighting, generally called 
peace operations. 

Some reject categorically these 
kinds of roles for our military. I be-
lieve that is a mistake, and a denial of 
reality. That point of view implies that 
our military planners should prepare 
only for the big ones like World War II 
on the gulf war. That notion is not re-
alistic, and would not serve our na-
tional security interests. Regional con-
flicts and instability are inevitable, 
and humanitarian disasters are ines-
capable. Peace operations will be need-
ed, and the U.S. military—the most ca-
pable in the world—will be called upon 
to respond, so long as our Nation re-
jects isolationism. 

Simon-Jeffords bill would help us re-
spond to emergencies and crises by 
consolidating up to 3,000 soldiers with 
both the will and the training to under-
take peace operations, who could react 
on short, perhaps 24-hour, notice. Let 
me give an example of why this is im-
portant: 

In May 1994, when the situation in 
Rwanda was going from worse to hor-
rific, Senator JEFFORDS and I called 
the Canadian general in charge of the 
small U.N. force there. General 
Daullaire made it clear that the quick 
infusion of 5,000–8,000 troops could sta-
bilize the situation. Unfortunately, the 
United Nations did not have the troops, 
nor were nations willing to provide 
them, and we subsequently witnessed 
the deaths of hundreds of thousands. 
Rapid deployment of a contingency 
force as envisioned in this bill, in con-
junction with similar forces in other 
countries, may have been able to help 
General Daullaire prevent some of the 
tragedy in Rwanda. 

The concept of rapid reaction capa-
bility is neither new nor is it revolu-
tionary. The first U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral, Trygve Lie, raised the idea in 
1948, and there is a growing interest 
among the international community in 
enhanced military responsiveness. In 
fact, the United States is far behind 
our allies on new thinking in these 
areas. Canada is studying proposals to 
have nations designate contingency 
forces for peace operations, which 
would be coordinated by a central 
headquarters in some location. Our bill 
would fit into that plan very well. Den-
mark and the Netherlands are also for-
mulating plans on quick reaction 
forces. 

The U.S. military realizes that we 
will have to deal with regional crises, 
and I give credit to the services for in-
corporating peace and humanitarian 
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operations into their mission state-
ments, strategy and planning. The Na-
tional Military Strategy prepared by 
the Joint Chiefs finds that peacetime 
engagement activities are a primary 
military task—activities such as 
peacekeeping, humanitarian operations 
and democratic assistance. Senator 
JEFFORDS and I believe our bill com-
plements these efforts already under-
way. 

I noted before that the contingency 
force would be made of volunteers, who 
would be given added compensation. 
This is all volunteers, who would be 
given added compensation. This is an 
important component. We must recall 
that despite the difficulties with our 
operations in Somalia and Haiti, our 
soldiers expressed a sense of pride and 
accomplishment in their missions to 
help the people in these troubled lands. 
I imagine that it would not be difficult 
to find soldiers who would like to join 
this force. 

The burden of world leadership is on 
the United States—we are the richest, 
the most influential, and the most 
militarily capable nation. Our soldiers 
will inevitably be called on to respond 
to world crises. The Simon-Jeffords bill 
can improve our response capability by 
providing for a contingency force of 
specially trained troops for quick de-
ployment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as 
follows: 

S. 1065 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Peace Operations Support Act of 
1995’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) With the end of the Cold War, the 

United States is clearly the undisputed 
world economic and military leader and as 
such bears major international responsibil-
ities. 

(2) Threats to the long-term security and 
well-being of the United States no longer de-
rive primarily from the risk of external mili-
tary aggression against the United States or 
its closest treaty allies but in large measure 
derive from instability from a variety of 
causes: population movements, ethnic and 
regional conflicts including genocide against 
ethnic and religious groups, famine, ter-
rorism, narcotics trafficking, and prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 

(3) To address such threats, the United 
States has increasingly turned to the United 
Nations and other international peace oper-
ations, which at times offer the best and 
most cost-effective way to prevent, contain, 
and resolve such problems. 

(4) In numerous crisis situations, such as 
the massacres in Rwanda, the United Na-
tions has been unable to respond with peace 
operations in a swift manner. 

(5) The Secretary-General of the United 
Nations has asked member states to identify 
in advance units which are available for con-
tribution to international peace operations 
under the auspices of the United Nations in 
order to create a rapid response capability. 

(6) United States participation and leader-
ship in the initiative of the Secretary-Gen-
eral is critical to leveraging contributions 
from other nations and, in that way, lim-
iting the United States share of the burden 
and helping the United Nations to achieve 
success. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 

consultation’’ means consultation as de-
scribed in section 3 of the War Powers Reso-
lution; and 

(2) the term ‘‘international peace oper-
ations’’ means any such operation carried 
out under chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter or under the aus-
pices of the Organization of American 
States. 
SEC. 4. REPORT ON PLAN TO ORGANIZE VOLUN-

TEER UNITS. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of 

enactment of this Act, the President shall 
submit a report to the Congress setting 
forth— 

(1) a plan for— 
(A) organizing into units of the Armed 

Forces a contingency force of up to 3,000 per-
sonnel, comprised of current active-duty 
military personnel, who volunteer addition-
ally and specifically to serve in inter-
national peace operations and who receive 
added compensation for such service; 

(B) recruiting personnel to serve in such 
units; and 

(C) providing training to such personnel 
which is appropriate to such operations; and 

(2) proposed procedures to implement such 
plan. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon approval by the 
United Nations Security Council of an inter-
national peace operation, the President, 
after appropriate congressional consultation, 
is authorized to make immediately available 
for such operations those units of the Armed 
Forces of the United States which are orga-
nized under section 4(1)(A). 

(b) TERMINATION OF USE OF UNITED STATES 
ARMED FORCES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), 
the President may terminate United States 
participation in international peace oper-
ations at any time and take whatever ac-
tions he deems necessary to protect United 
States forces. 

(2) Notwithstanding section 5(b) of the War 
Powers Resolution, not later than 180 days 
after a Presidential report is submitted or 
required to be submitted under section 4(a) 
of the War Powers Resolution in connection 
with the participation of the Armed Forces 
of the United States in an international 
peace operation, the President shall termi-
nate any use of the Armed Forces with re-
spect to which such report was submitted or 
required to be submitted, unless the Con-
gress has extended by law such 180-day pe-
riod. 
SEC. 6. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

Funds available to the Department of De-
fense are authorized to be available to carry 
out section 5(a). 
SEC. 7. WAR POWERS RESOLUTION REQUIRE-

MENTS. 
Except as otherwise provided, this Act does 

not supersede the requirements of the War 
Powers Resolution. 
SEC. 8. MISSION STATEMENTS FOR ARMED 

FORCES. 
(a) ARMY.—Section 3062(a) of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking out ‘‘and’’ at the end of 

paragraph (3); 
(2) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘; 
and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) participating in international peace-
keeping activities, humanitarian activities, 
and refugee assistance activities when deter-
mined by the President to be in the national 
interests of the United States.’’. 

(b) NAVY.—Section 5062(a) of such title is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; 
(2) by striking out the second sentence; 

and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(3) The Navy is responsible for the prepa-

ration of naval forces necessary for the fol-
lowing activities: 

‘‘(A) Effective prosecution of war except as 
otherwise assigned and, in accordance with 
integrated joint mobilization plans, for the 
expansion of the peacetime components of 
the Navy to meet the needs of war. 

‘‘(B) Participation in international peace-
keeping activities, humanitarian activities, 
and refugee assistance activities when deter-
mined by the President to be in the national 
interests of the United States.’’. 

(c) AIR FORCE.—Section 8062(a) of such title 
is amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (3); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘; 
and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) participating in international peace-

keeping activities, humanitarian activities, 
and refugee assistance activities when deter-
mined by the President to be in the national 
interests of the United States.’’. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, today 
I join Senator SIMON in introducing the 
Simon-Jeffords International Peace 
Operations Support Act of 1995. 

The altogether natural and necessary 
focus in American politics on our do-
mestic problems should not blind us to 
the monumental responsibilities of the 
United States as a leader of the world 
community. The very real dangers of 
the post-cold war world, as well as the 
equally real opportunities, are ignored 
only at our peril. 

When civil strife or naked aggression 
threaten the stability of countries or 
whole regions and threaten the lives of 
whole populations, it is clearly in the 
world community’s interest to try to 
do something. This response could take 
many forms, and a U.S. contribution 
might appropriately consist of political 
support, logistics or intelligence assist-
ance, or provision of equipment. But 
there surely will be times when it will 
be in the U.S. national interest to re-
spond to acute peacekeeping and other 
humanitarian needs with a contribu-
tion of troops. 

We are severely hamstrung today in 
our ability to respond to these types of 
problems. With the most capable mili-
tary establishment in the world, we 
find ourselves often unable to con-
tribute troops to international peace-
keeping efforts because of unclear po-
litical guidance to our military as to 
whether peacekeeping is part of its 
mission and a reluctance to train a des-
ignated cadre of troops to perform the 
tasks of peacekeeping, refugee assist-
ance, and other humanitarian oper-
ations. 

Our legislation addresses this prob-
lem. It sharpens one of our tools of for-
eign and security policy by providing 
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clearer guidelines for U.S. troop con-
tributions to United Nations or other 
international peace activities. It spe-
cifically makes this activity a formal 
mission of the U.S. military in cases 
where U.S. national interests are 
served by a peacekeeping deployment. 
It also calls for the identification of a 
specific unit or units consisting of 
service personnel who have volunteered 
for such service and who would be 
given specialized training for the 
unique circumstances of such missions. 

The preeminent position of the 
United States in the world, and our far- 
flung commercial and security inter-
ests do not always dictate that we con-
tribute troops to address particular 
problems, but they do dictate that we 
be prepared to do so if necessary. As in 
other areas of international endeavor, 
U.S. leadership means that our con-
tributions leverage contributions by 
other states that follow our lead. Thus, 
greater U.S. contributions to U.N. 
peacekeeping might, as the result of a 
multiplier effect, prove to be the most 
cost-effective method of increasing 
worldwide peacekeeping capabilities. 

We are rightly proud of the dedica-
tion, skills, and bravery of our Armed 
Forces. They are the world’s most ef-
fective fighting force, and their skills 
and dedication have successfully been 
applied to humanitarian activities in, 
for example, Operations Provide Com-
fort in Iraq and Restore Democracy in 
Haiti. Not all international crises will 
result in U.S. troop deployments. In-
deed, our experience in Somalia has 
brought home quite clearly to us the 
limits of international action in the 
face of massive civil strife. But when 
the international community decides 
to act, and when we decide that it is 
appropriate to offer as our contribution 
the finest, most capable men and 
women in uniform in the world, we 
must be ready. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself 
and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1066. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to phase out the 
tax subsidies for alcohol fuels involv-
ing alcohol produced from feedstocks 
eligible to receive Federal agricultural 
subsidies; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

THE CLEAN FUELS EQUITY ACT OF 1995 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation aimed at 
restoring some level of financial equity 
in the marketplace for clean auto-
motive fuels. My bill will phase out 
certain targeted tax subsidies given to 
an industry that has too long received 
unique and favorable treatment under 
the Tax Code: The domestic ethanol in-
dustry. In this effort, I am very pleased 
to be joined in this effort by Senator 
NICKLES as an original cosponsor of 
this legislation. 

The Clean Fuels Equity Act will 
phase out the ethanol tax subsidy for 
ethanol produced from feedstocks that 
already receive other subsidies through 
the Department of Agriculture’s price 

and income support programs. The 
phaseout would occur over 3 years to 
allow the existing industry an orderly 
transition to a less-sheltered market-
place. My legislation would continue to 
allow the tax credits for special energy 
crops, waste products, and other bio-
mass that do not benefit from the 
USDA price supports. These energy 
crops hold some promise of environ-
mental and energy benefits. Further-
more, they still represent a technically 
immature industry, for which addi-
tional Federal support might be justi-
fied. 

As most people know, the bulk of the 
ethanol produced in the United States 
is derived from corn, and processed and 
sold in the Midwest; 20 years ago, there 
was no fuel ethanol industry. But, born 
from the crisis concerns of the late 
1970’s, this business grew from nothing, 
built by an array of special and sub-
stantial tax privileges. However, unlike 
many of the questionable policies de-
veloped during that period of energy 
crisis—from the Synfuels Corp. to the 
Fuel Use Act and plans for gas ration-
ing—the ethanol subsidies continue to 
survive. 

When the credits were initiated over 
15 years ago, they were intended to 
jumpstart an industry that would not 
otherwise exist. This policy has obvi-
ously succeeded. The ethanol industry 
is no longer a small, fledgling industry. 
It now produces in excess of a billion 
gallons of ethanol per year and con-
sumes roughly one-half billion bushels 
of corn yearly. It is an industry that 
now benefits from special tax credits 
and exemptions worth roughly $700 
million per year—a number that is 
growing. These tax subsidies are in ad-
dition to the millions of dollars in ben-
efits the industry receives each year 
from the USDA price support pro-
grams. 

In light of recent ethanol industry ef-
forts to obtain regulatory expansions 
of their subsidies, it seems the ethanol 
industry’s attitude can be character-
ized by the phrase ‘‘never enough.’’ 
Why worry what it costs to produce a 
product when you get a targeted tax 
credit, soon to be worth nearly $1 bil-
lion per year? Why worry about com-
petition when you receive millions 
more through price supports? 

The cost to taxpayers and the cost to 
consumers are real. These subsidies 
take money out of Americans’ pockets. 
In the face of billions of dollars in cuts 
in Medicare, Medicaid, and education 
programs for children, I question a con-
tinued, substantial tax break to a sin-
gle, well-established industry. By hand-
ing out subsidies to ethanol, the Gov-
ernment is passing along a bill worth 
hundreds of millions of dollars to tax-
payers and consumers. 

Ethanol competes in the marketplace 
with other chemicals that have no spe-
cial tax break. These alternatives must 
compete based on price and perform-
ance. This legislation is not intended 
to be punitive to ethanol. Rather, it is 
an attempt to allow the markets a bet-

ter chance to work for the benefit of all 
consumers, taxpayers, and the environ-
ment. Furthermore, it is acknowledg-
ment that you cannot have it both 
ways. If ethanol already benefits from 
price supports, there is no need for a 
tax credit to keep an industry afloat. It 
is that simple. 

I urge my colleagues to consider this 
legislation carefully. Last year the 
Joint Tax Committee estimated that 
this bill would raise almost $3 billion 
over a 5-year period; since then, the 
cost of subsidizing the ethanol industry 
has only gone up. In these times when 
we are struggling to reduce the deficit 
as well as the tax burden on the Amer-
ican middle class it makes sense to re-
duce unneeded subsidies whenever pos-
sible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and addi-
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PHASE-OUT OF TAX SUBSIDIES FOR 

ALCOHOL FUELS PRODUCED FROM 
FEEDSTOCKS ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE 
FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL SUB-
SIDIES. 

(a) ALCOHOL FUELS CREDIT.—Section 40 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating 
to credit for alcohol used as a fuel) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(i) PHASE-OUT OF CREDIT FOR ALCOHOL 
PRODUCED FROM FEEDSTOCKS ELIGIBLE TO 
RECEIVE FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL SUB-
SIDIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No credit shall be al-
lowed under this section with respect to any 
alcohol, or fuel containing alcohol, which is 
produced from any feedstock which is a sub-
sidized agricultural commodity. 

‘‘(2) PHASE-IN OF DISALLOWANCE.—In the 
case of taxable years beginning in 1996 and 
1997, paragraph (1) shall not apply and the 
credit determined under this section with re-
spect to alcohol or fuels described in para-
graph (1) shall be equal to 67 percent (33 per-
cent in the case of taxable years beginning in 
1997) of the credit determined without regard 
to this subsection. 

‘‘(3) SUBSIDIZED AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITY.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘subsidized agricultural commodity’ 
means any agricultural commodity which is 
supported, or is eligible to be supported, by 
a price support or production adjustment 
program carried out by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture.’’ 

(b) EXCISE TAX REDUCTION.— 
(1) PETROLEUM PRODUCTS.—Section 4081(c) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to taxable fuels mixed with alcohol) is 
amended by redesignating paragraph (8) as 
paragraph (9) and by adding after paragraph 
(7) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) PHASE-OUT OF SUBSIDY FOR ALCOHOL 
PRODUCED FROM FEEDSTOCKS ELIGIBLE TO RE-
CEIVE FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This subsection shall 
not apply to any qualified alcohol mixture 
containing alcohol which is produced from 
any feedstock which is a subsidized agricul-
tural commodity. 

‘‘(B) PHASE-IN OF DISALLOWANCE.—In the 
case of calendar years 1996 and 1997, the rate 
of tax under subsection (a) with respect to 
any qualified alcohol mixture described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the sum 
of— 
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‘‘(i) the rate of tax determined under this 

subsection (without regard to this para-
graph), plus 

‘‘(ii) 33 percent (67 percent in the case of 
1997) of the difference between the rate of tax 
under subsection (a) determined with and 
without regard to this subsection. 

‘‘(C) SUBSIDIZED AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITY.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘subsidized agricultural commodity’ 
means any agricultural commodity which is 
supported, or is eligible to be supported, by 
a price support or production adjustment 
program carried out by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture.’’ 

(2) SPECIAL FUELS.—Section 4041 (relating 
to tax on special fuels) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(n) PHASE-OUT OF SUBSIDY FOR ALCOHOL 
PRODUCED FROM FEEDSTOCKS ELIGIBLE TO 
RECEIVE FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL SUB-
SIDIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (b)(2), (k), 
and (m) shall not apply to any alcohol fuel 
containing alcohol which is produced from 
any feedstock which is a subsidized agricul-
tural commodity. 

‘‘(2) PHASE-IN OF DISALLOWANCE.—In the 
case of calendar years 1996 and 1997, the rate 
of tax determined under subsection (b)(2), 
(k), or (m) with respect to any alcohol fuel 
described in paragraph (1) shall be equal to 
the sum of— 

‘‘(A) the rate of tax determined under such 
subsection (without regard to this sub-
section), plus 

‘‘(B) 33 percent (67 percent in the case of 
1997) of the difference between the rate of tax 
under this section determined with and with-
out regard to subsection (b)(2), (k), or (m), 
whichever is applicable. 

‘‘(3) SUBSIDIZED AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITY.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘subsidized agricultural commodity’ 
means any agricultural commodity which is 
supported, or is eligible to be supported, by 
a price support or production adjustment 
program carried out by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture.’’ 

(3) AVIATION FUEL.—Section 4091(c) (relat-
ing to reduced rate of tax for aviation fuel in 
alcohol mixture) is amended by redesig-
nating paragraph (5) as paragraph (6) and by 
inserting after paragraph (4) the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) PHASE-OUT OF SUBSIDY FOR ALCOHOL 
PRODUCED FROM FEEDSTOCKS ELIGIBLE TO RE-
CEIVE FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This subsection shall 
not apply to any mixture of aviation fuel 
containing alcohol which is produced from 
any feedstock which is a subsidized agricul-
tural commodity. 

‘‘(B) PHASE-IN OF DISALLOWANCE.—In the 
case of calendar years 1996 and 1997, the rate 
of tax under subsection (a) with respect to 
any mixture of aviation fuel described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the sum 
of— 

‘‘(i) the rate of tax determined under this 
subsection (without regard to this para-
graph), plus 

‘‘(ii) 33 percent (67 percent in the case of 
1997) of the difference between the rate of tax 
under subsection (a) determined with and 
without regard to this subsection. 

‘‘(C) SUBSIDIZED AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITY.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘subsidized agricultural commodity’ 
means any agricultural commodity which is 
supported, or is eligible to be supported, by 
a price support or production adjustment 
program carried out by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture.’’ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) CREDIT.—The amendment made by sub-

section (a) shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1995. 

(2) EXCISE TAXES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 

by subsection (b) shall take effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1996. 

(B) FLOOR STOCK TAX.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any alcohol 

fuel in which tax was imposed under section 
4041, 4081, or 4091 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 before any tax-increase date, 
and which is held on such date by any per-
son, then there is hereby imposed a floor 
stock tax on such fuel equal to the difference 
between the tax imposed under such section 
on such date and the tax so imposed. 

(ii) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD PAY-
MENT.—A person holding an alcohol fuel on 
any tax-increase date shall be liable for such 
tax, shall pay such tax no later than 90 days 
after such date, and shall pay such tax in 
such manner as the Secretary may prescribe. 

(iii) EXCEPTIONS.—The tax imposed by 
clause (i) shall not apply— 

(I) to any fuel held in the tank of a motor 
vehicle or motorboat, or 

(II) to any fuel held by a person if, on the 
tax-increase date, the aggregate amount of 
fuel held by such person and any related per-
sons does not exceed 2,000 gallons. 

(iv) TAX-INCREASE DATE.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph, the term ‘‘tax-increase 
date’’ means January 1, 1996, January 1, 1997, 
and January 1, 1998. 

(v) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—All provi-
sions of law, including penalties applicable 
with respect to the taxes imposed by sec-
tions 4041, 4081, and 4091 of such Code shall, 
insofar as applicable and not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this subparagraph, 
apply with respect to the floor stock taxes 
imposed by clause (i). 

THE CLEAN FUELS EQUITY ACT OF 1995 
Senator BRADLEY’s legislation would phase 

out the existing tax credits for ethanol pro-
duced from certain feedstocks. The tax will 
be phased out for ethanol if it is produced 
from feedstocks, such as corn, that are eligi-
ble for various price and income supports 
under the programs of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. If the ethanol feedstock is a 
specialized energy crop, not supported by 
USDA, or a waste product, the tax credit will 
still be allowed. 

The phase-out will occur over 3 years. Un-
less exempt, ethanol would be allowed: the 
full tax credits for calendar year 1995; 67 per-
cent of the existing credits for 1996; and 33 
percent of the existing credits for 1997. No 
special tax subsidies would be allowed for 
ethanol, unless exempt, after December 31, 
1997. 

The principal Federal incentive for ethanol 
is a 54-cent exemption from the Federal 
motor fuel excise tax. Each gallon of gaso-
line blended with at least 10 percent ethanol 
is eligible for the exemption. Using a blend, 
each gallon of ethanol can be blended with 
nine gallons of gasoline to make ten gallons 
of a blended fuel. All ten gallons are eligible 
for the exemption, which equates to a total 
exemption of 54 cents on each gallon of eth-
anol. 

Also, an equivalent 5.4-cent-per-gallon fed-
eral blenders’ income tax credit or refund is 
available to fuel distributors that blend eth-
anol into motor fuels, The tax credit or re-
fund can be taken in lieu of the excise tax 
exemption described above. 

Because of these tax subsidies, ethanol can 
be offered at a dramatically lower price than 
would be the case otherwise. The U.S. eth-
anol industry produces approximately 1.2 bil-
lion gallons of ethanol for blending into fuel 
each year. This equates to a total subsidy 
value in excess of $700 million annually. Last 
year’s effort by EPA to mandate a market 
set-aside for ethanol would have added at 

least another $300 million annually to the 
tax subsidy total. 

Ethanol is produced today almost exclu-
sively from feedstocks that are eligible for 
USDA support. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my friend from New 
Jersey, Senator BRADLEY, in the intro-
duction of legislation to phase-out tax 
subsidies for the ethanol industry. If 
enacted, our legislation will reduce the 
Federal budget deficit by nearly $3 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. 

For 15 years the Federal Government 
has provided substantial tax breaks to 
subsidize the development and use of 
ethanol as a clean, renewable fuel. 
Those subsidies have proven very effec-
tive, as the U.S. ethanol industry will 
produce over 1 billion gallons of eth-
anol for blending into fuel this year, 
costing the government over $700 mil-
lion in lost tax revenue. 

However as with most government 
programs, even though the need for 
ethanol tax subsidies has ended, the 
subsidies themselves live on. In fact, 
the ethanol industry and their friends 
in the legislative and executive 
branches are continually seeking to ex-
pand those subsidies. 

We believe the time has come to stop 
subsidizing a healthy industry. Other 
clean fuels offer the same benefits as 
ethanol, but struggle to compete 
against ethanol’s massive tax advan-
tage. 

Our legislation will even the playing- 
field by phasing-out the excise tax ex-
emption and income tax credit over 3 
years for ethanol produced from crops 
which are also eligible for U.S. farm 
program subsidies. This prevents the 
double-subsidization of some farm pro-
duction, while allowing continued eth-
anol tax breaks for alcohol produced 
from non-subsidized crops or waste 
products. 

Mr. President, as we seek to elimi-
nate our budget deficit, it is important 
that we examine all forms of Federal 
spending, including specialized tax ex-
penditures. We should not allow our 
tax code to subsidize healthy busi-
nesses, especially when those subsidies 
create an unfair competitive advantage 
over others. I am pleased to join Sen-
ator BRADLEY in this initiative. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 1067. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide an ex-
cise tax exemption for transportation 
on certain ferries; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

TAX ON TRANSPORTATION BY WATER 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am in-

troducing legislation today to clarify 
an interpretation of a section in the In-
ternal Revenue Code that imposes a $3 
departure tax on ship passengers 
aboard vessels that travel outside the 
U.S. The provision was intended to 
apply to passengers on cruise ships and 
gambling voyages. The language of the 
statute reaches further, however, and 
the International Revenue Service has 
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been interpreting the law to apply to a 
broader class of passenger ship traffic, 
including ferry services that operate 
between the United States and Canada. 

Section 4471 of the Internal Revenue 
Code was added to the Internal Rev-
enue Code in the Omnibus Reconcili-
ation Act of 1989. The provision origi-
nated in the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee as a means of that Committee 
fulfilling its reconciliation instruc-
tions. The tax writing committees as-
sumed jurisdiction once it became 
clear that the provision was more in 
the nature of a tax than a fee. The fee, 
as envisioned by the Commerce Com-
mittee, was intended to apply to over-
night passenger cruises that do not 
travel between two U.S. ports, and to 
gambling boats providing gambling en-
tertainment to passengers outside the 
territorial waters of the U.S. 

Unfortunately, the statutory lan-
guage of the 1989 Act was not drafted in 
accordance with the intent of Congress. 
As a result, the tax appears to apply to 
commercial ferry operations traveling 
between the United States and Canada. 
Two such ferries operate between 
Maine and Nova Scotia. The Maine fer-
ries carry commercial and passenger 
vehicles to Nova Scotia in the warmer 
months as a more direct means of 
transportation between Maine and 
eastern Canada. As such they are an 
extension of the highway system, car-
rying commercial traffic and vaca-
tioners. The lengths of the voyages are 
approximately 11 hours and almost all 
passengers traveling on the outbound 
voyages do not return on the inbound 
voyages of the two ferries. Because the 
trips are of some length, the ferries 
provide entertainment for the pas-
sengers, including some gaming tables 
that bring in minimal income. 

This is not a voyage for the purpose 
of gambling and the great majority of 
the passengers, including children, do 
not gamble. Clearly, these ferries are 
not the kind of overnight passenger 
cruises or gambling boats intended to 
be covered by the law. However, the 
IRS has been interpreting the statute 
to apply this tax to ferries. 

The statute establishes a dual test 
for determining if the tax applies. 
First, the tax applies to voyages of pas-
senger vessels which extend over more 
than one night. As a factual matter, 
the Maine ferries do not travel over 
more than one night but the IRS inter-
prets that they do because it takes into 
account both the outward and inward 
voyage of the vessel. The IRS considers 
both portions of the trip to be one voy-
age even though virtually no pas-
sengers are the same. 

Second, the tax applies to commer-
cial vessels transporting passengers en-
gaged in gambling. Although the intent 
was to apply the tax to gambling boats, 
the wording of the statute applies to 
all passengers on vessels that carry 
any passengers who engage in gam-
bling, no matter how minor that gam-
bling. That interpretation subjects the 
Maine ferries to the tax because they 

earn a minimal amount of income from 
providing gambling entertainment to 
some passengers. 

The legislation I am introducing 
clarifies the statute by exempting fer-
ries which are defined as vessels where 
no more than half of the passengers 
typically return to the port where the 
voyage began. 

This legislation is not intended to 
give a special break to a certain class 
of passenger ships. It is instead in-
tended to clarify the statute so that it 
achieves its original intent: To tax pas-
sengers on cruise ships and gambling 
voyages, not passengers on ferry boats. 

The imposition of the tax to ferries is 
particularly unfair. First, because Con-
gress did not intend to tax such ferries. 
Second, because the burden of the tax 
relative to the price of the ticket, is 
greater on ferries. Their ticket prices 
are much lower than tickets for cruise 
ships so the tax is considerably more 
burdensome for ferry operations and 
interferes to a greater extent with 
their operations. 

Similar legislation addressing this 
issue has been approved by the Finance 
Committee in the past but the under-
lying bills were not enacted into law. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the introduced legislation be in-
cluded in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1067 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXEMPTION FOR TRANSPORTATION 

ON CERTAIN FERRIES. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subparagraph (B) of 

section 4472(1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to exception for certain voy-
ages on passenger vessels) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN VOYAGES.— 
The term ‘covered voyage’ shall not in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) a voyage of a passenger vessel of less 
than 12 hours between 2 ports in the United 
States, and 

‘‘(ii) a voyage of less than 12 hours on a 
ferry between a port in the United States 
and a port outside the United States. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the 
term ‘ferry’ means any vessel if normally no 
more than 50 percent of the passengers on 
any voyage of such vessel return to the port 
where such voyage bean on the 1st return of 
such vessel to such port.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to voy-
ages beginning after December 31, 1989; ex-
cept that— 

(1) no refund of any tax paid before the 
date of the enactment of this Act shall be 
made by reason of such amendment, and 

(2) any tax collected from the passenger be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall be remitted to the United States. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self and Mr. SIMON): 

S. 1068. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to permanently 
prohibit the possession of firearms by 
persons who have been convicted of a 
violent felony, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STOP ARMING FELONS (SAFe) ACT 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

today Senator SIMON and I are intro-
ducing legislation, the Stop Arming 
Felons, or SAFe, Act, to close two 
loopholes in current law that allow 
convicted violent felons to possess and 
traffic in firearms. 

The legislation would repeal an exist-
ing provision that automatically re-
stores the firearms privileges of con-
victed violent felons and drug offenders 
when States restore certain civil 
rights. In addition, the bill would abol-
ish a procedure by which the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms can 
waive Federal restrictions for individ-
uals otherwise prohibited from pos-
sessing firearms or explosives. 

As a general matter, Mr. President, 
Federal law probibits any person con-
victed of a felony from possessing fire-
arms or explosives. However, there are 
two gaping loopholes. 

I call the first the ‘‘State guns for 
felons loophole.’’ Under this provision, 
if a felon’s criminal record has been ex-
punged, or his basic civil rights have 
been restored under State law—that is, 
rights like the right to vote, the right 
to hold public office, and the right to 
sit on a jury—then the conviction is 
wiped out and all Federal firearm 
privileges are restored. 

Many States automatically expunge 
the records or restore the civil rights 
of even the most dangerous felons. 
Sometimes this happens immediately 
after the felon serves his or her sen-
tence. Sometimes, the felon must wait 
a few years. The restoration of rights 
or expungement often is conferred 
automatically by statute—not based on 
any individualized determination that 
a given criminal has reformed. 

As a result of this loophole, which 
was added with little debate in 1986, 
even persons convicted of horrible, vio-
lent crimes can legally obtain fire-
arms. 

Mr. President, I think most Ameri-
cans would agree that this guns for fel-
ons loophole makes no sense. Given the 
severity of our crime problem, we 
should be looking for ways to get 
tougher, not easier, on convicted fel-
ons. How can the government claim to 
be serious about crime, and then turn 
around and give convicted violent fel-
ons their firearms back? 

I recognize that, according to some 
theories, the criminal justice system is 
supposed to rehabilitate convicted 
criminals. But in reality, many of 
those released from prison soon go 
back to their violent ways. According 
to the Justice Department, of State 
prisoners released from prison in 1983, 
62.5 percent were arrested within only 3 
years. Knowing that, how many Ameri-
cans would want convicted violent fel-
ons carrying firearms around their 
neighborhood? 

This guns for felons loophole also is 
creating a major obstacle for Federal 
law enforcement. 

The Justice Department reports that 
many hardened criminals are escaping 
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